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RECENT CASES 

Arrest — Privileges — Attending Judicial Proceedings. — Weale v. 
Clinton Circuit Judge, 123 N. W. 31 (Mich.). — Held, that where a person 
was arrested in another state where he was residing with the relator's 
wife, and was returned to Michigan upon a requisition for non-support 
of his own wife, he was privileged from arrest upon relator's civil 
suit for alienation of relator's wife's affections, made upon the day that 
the criminal action was dismissed, and before he had an opportunity to 
leave the state. 

In criminal cases it is generally accepted that a fugitive from justice, 
surrendered by one state upon demand of another is not protected from 
prosecution for offenses other than that for which he was surrendered, but 
may be tried for any crimes committed in the demanding state either 
before or ofter extradition. State v. Kealey, 85 la. 94; People v. Cross, 
135 N. Y. 536. The majority of states, it seems, extend this doctrine, and 
hold that the federal law should not be construed as affording exemption 
to him from being subject to civil suits. Reid v. Ham, 54 Minn. 305; 
Williams v. Bacon, 10 Wend. 636 (N. Y.). In these states he is there- 
fore not even entitled to exemption from service for a reasonable time 
to return to the state from which he was brought by requisition. In re 
Walker, 61 Neb. 803. The courts of several states have decided, how- 
ever, that service in a civil suit obtained by the surrender of the fugitive 
is void. Compton v. Wilder, 40 Ohio St. 130; Moletor v. Sinnen, 76 
Wis. 308. In Wilson v. Donaldson, 117 Ind. 356, the court stated the 
reason for this exemption, saying, that one should not be burdened with 
the hazard of having to appear and defend a civil action on account of his 
defending a criminal action, for such a holding would tend to prejudice 
the defendant against his privilege to testify in his own behalf. 

Carriers — Carriage of Passengers — Care Required. — Indiana Union 
Traction Co. v. Ohne, 89 N. E. 507 (Ind.). — Held, that a common carrier 
is not absolved from liability for injuries, occurring through a car sliding 
and colliding with another car, owing to the rails being wet with the rain. 

A common carrier must use the highest degree of human care, pru- 
dence and foresight to avoid an injury to a passenger. Louis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. Ritter, 85 Ky. 368; Louisville, etc., R. Co. 
v. Swann, 81 Md. 400. And for the slightest negligence with re- 
ference to the exercise of such care, he will be liable. Jamison v. San 
Jose, etc., Ry. Co., 55 Cal. 593. Thus, running an extra car so close to 
the preceding car that it could not be stopped on the slippery rails when 
the preceding car had stopped at a street crossing, was held to show 
negligence in managing the car. Chicago City Ry. Co. v. Schmidt, 217 
111. 396. But the negligence must be the proximate and not the remote 
cause of the accident. Gillespie v. St. Louis, etc., R. Co., 6 Mo. App. 554. 
However, if the accident resulting in injuries is due to natural causes and 
is inevitable, the carrier will not be liable. McPadden v. New York Cent. 
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R. Co., 44 N. Y. 478. For carriers are not liable as insurers of the safety 
of their passengers. Hall v. Conn. River Steamboat Co., 13 Conn., 319. 
Nor can a passenger hold a carrier liable for an injury from any cause, 
if his own negligence was a natural and proximate cause contributing to 
the injurious result. Venn. R. Co. v. Aspell, 23 Pa. St. 147; Jamison v. 
Chesapeake &> Ohio R. Co., 92 Va. 327. 

Corporations — Adverse Interests of Officers — Lease of Property 
Occupied by a Corporation.— Pikes Peak Co. v. Pfunter, 123 N. W. Rep. 
I9(Mich.). — Held, that an officer of a corporation who secures the renewal 
of a lease in his own name, which lease is held at the time of his renewal 
by the corporation, holds the new lease as trustee and for the benefit 
of the corporation, even though it was in financial difficulties at the time 
of such renewal, and was subsequently adjudged bankrupt. 

It has been held in a case exactly in point with Pikes Peak Co. v. 
Pfunter, that the expectancy of renewal belonging to the corporation 
ceased with the landlroad's express refusal to renew, and the director's 
securing the renewal for himself was not such a breach of trust as would 
entitle the corporation to interfere with his benefit from it. Crittenden 
& Cowler Co. v. Cowler, 72 N. Y. Sup. 701. And in Scott v. Farmers' Nat'l 
Bk., 97 Tex. 31, it seems to be implied that an officer may take full title 
to himself if there has been made a valid contract to that effect between 
him and the corporation. Or if land has been purchased by an officer of 
a corporation with his own money, or with money which he supposed 
belonged to him, an enforceable trust is not created for the benefit of the 
corporation, although it had authorized him to act for it in the purchase 
of land ,and he may have intended ultimately to sell the land to the cor- 
poration. Camden Land Co. v. Lewis, 101 Me. 78. However, the weight 
of authority is that directors of a corporation represent the stockholders 
and cannot acquire any interest adverse to them. Cook v. Sherman, 20 
Fed. 167. A director's position is fiduciary, and he cannot take advantage 
of his position to secure personal rights to the corporate property; for 
instance, by buying at an executor's sale of property of the corporation. 
Hoffman v. Reichert, 147 111. 274. And his fiduciary position demands all 
the more that he acquire no property for his own use if such property is 
necessary for the purpose of the corporation. Blake v. Buffalo Creek R. 
Co., 56 N. Y. 485. Even where corporate officers execute a contract for 
the sale of corporate, property to a stranger, a repurchase by them from 
such a stranger, while the contract of the corporation is merely executory, 
is voidable. Cook v. Berlin Woolen Mill Co., 43 Wis. 433. In fact the 
officers are nothing more nor less than trustees for the corporation. Cen- 
ter Creek Water & Irrigation Co. v. Lindsay, 21 Utah 192. 

Criminal Law — Confession — What Constitutes. — State v. Kee- 
land et al., 104 Pac. 513 (Mont.) .— Held, that where defendant told 
witness that he had committed the crime because of differences which he 
had had with the witness and offered to pay him money if the witness 
would let him go, such statements were mere admissions, and therefore 



